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 – Response to Comments 

Pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088, the responses to comments presented in this section 
address specific, relevant comments on environmental issues raised in the submitted comment letters. 

All of the comment letters are included in this section. Each comment letter is followed by the responses 
to each of its comments. Each comment letter is identified by the number designated in Section 1.4 of 
this Final PEIR, and identifying information for each commenter is provided at the beginning of the 
corresponding responses. Specific comments are delineated and lettered as well. Corrections and 
additions resulting from comments on the Draft PEIR are summarized in Section 3.2 of this Final PEIR. 

Master Responses 

The City is providing master responses to certain issues that were raised by one or more comment 
letters. The master responses are numbered and provided below, and they are referred to throughout 
the letter specific responses, which are included in this section. 

The information contained in the master responses does not constitute “significant new information” 
pursuant to Section 15088.5 of the State CEQA Guidelines because this information does not change 
the project impacts and/or mitigation measures such that new or more severe environmental impacts 
result from the project. The information contained in the thematic responses responds to comments 
received. 

Master Response 1: 
This comment is requesting a change to the General Plan Land Use Map and Zoning Map for a specific 
parcel or parcels. The requested change will be considered by the Planning Commission and City 
Council. This comment does not raise an environmental issue; therefore, no additional response is 
required. 

Master Response 2: 
This comment is requesting information regarding the proposed revisions to the Zoning Map and Zoning 
Ordinance. This comment does not raise an environmental issue; therefore no, additional response is 
required. 

Master Response 3: 
This comment is in regard to the General Plan. This comment does not raise an environmental issue; 
therefore no, additional response is required. 

Master Response 4: 
This comment is objecting to the proposed revision to the proposed Zoning Map Revision for a specific 
parcel or parcels. This objection is noted and will be considered by the Planning Commission and City 
Council. This comment does not raise an environmental issue; therefore, no additional response is 
required. 
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Comment Letter 1 – Riverside County Flood Control and Water Conservation 
District 

 
Comment letter 1 commences on the next page. 
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 - 2 - September 11, 2020 

City of Beaumont 

Re: Beaumont 2040 Plan 233589 

 

GENERAL INFORMATION 

This project may require a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit from the 

State Water Resources Control Board.  Clearance for grading, recordation, or other final approval should 

not be given until the City has determined that the project has been granted a permit or is shown to be 

exempt. 

 

If this project involves a Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) mapped floodplain, then the 

City should require the applicant to provide all studies, calculations, plans, and other information 

required to meet FEMA requirements, and should further require that the applicant obtain a Conditional 

Letter of Map Revision (CLOMR) prior to grading, recordation, or other final approval of the project 

and a Letter of Map Revision (LOMR) prior to occupancy. 

 

If a natural watercourse or mapped floodplain is impacted by this project, the City should require the 

applicant to obtain a Section 1602 Agreement from the California Department of Fish and Wildlife and 

a Clean Water Act Section 404 Permit from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, or written 

correspondence from these agencies indicating the project is exempt from these requirements.  A Clean 

Water Act Section 401 Water Quality Certification may be required from the local California Regional 

Water Quality Control Board prior to issuance of the Corps 404 permit. 

 

Very truly yours, 

 

 

 

DEBORAH DE CHAMBEAU 

Engineering Project Manager 

 

ec: Riverside County Planning Department 

  Attn:  John Hildebrand 

 

SLJ:blm 
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Response to Comment Letter 1 – Riverside County Flood Control and Water 
Conservation District 

Response to Comment 1-A: 
The District’s role in the review of land divisions and other land uses cases in incorporated cities is 
noted. This is not an environmental issue.  

Response to Comment 1-B: 
That the Beaumont 2040 Plan would not be impacted by District Master Drainage Plan Facilities and 
does not proposed facilities of regional interest is noted. This is not an environmental issue. 

Response to Comment 1-C: 
Regarding the need for an NPDES permit, CLOMR, and Section 1602 Agreement, Clean Water Act 
Section 404 Permit, and Clean Water Act Section 401 Water Quality Certification the Beaumont Draft 
PEIR states: 

Additionally, subsequent development projects may also require review and approval by 
various departments or agencies outside of the City, including but not limited to those 
listed below. It should be noted that the following actions are associated with the future 
development of the City as it builds out pursuant to the Beaumont 2040 Plan. That is, 
actions of the types listed here would occur whether or not the proposed Project was 
approved. And, as such, these actions are listed as general items and are not directly 
associated with the Beaumont 2040 Plan.  

• Future development affecting Waters of the U.S. or adjacent wetlands would 
need to fill out a permit from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers issued pursuant 
to Section 404 of the Federal Clean Water Act (CWA). 

• Prior to obtaining a CWA Section 404 permit, a future development may also 
need to obtain a water quality certification or waiver from the Regional Water 
Quality Control Board pursuant to Section 401 of the Federal CWA. 

• Future development affecting native habitat within a streambed may need a 
Streambed/Bank Alteration Agreement issued by the California Department of 
Fish and Wildlife pursuant to Section 1600 et seq. of the California Fish and 
Game Code. 

• […] 

• Future development within or altering a 100-year floodplain or other FEMA-
mapped flood hazard area would need to obtain a Letter of Map Revision 
(LOMR), Conditional Letter of Map Revision (CLOMR) or Conditional Letter of 
Map Revision Based on Fill (CLOMR-F) that describes the effect that the 
proposed project or fill would have on the National Flood Insurance Program 
map. (Draft PEIR, pp. 1-1–1-11; 3-71–3-72.) 

Additionally, new development consistent with the Beaumont 2040 Plan will comply with Policy 7.5.1, 
which states: 
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Ensure compliance with the National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) 
MS4 permit requirements. (Draft PEIR, pp. 5.9-26, 5.18-28.) 

Regarding the mapped 100-year flood hazard zone, approximately 198 acres of the City are located 
within this zone A, and approximately 154 acres of the City are mapped within the 500-year flood zone. 
(Draft PEIR Figure 5.9-3.) Within the SOI, there is less than one acre identified to be within the 500-year 
flood zone. The Draft PEIR states that development proposed within a flood hazard zone may be 
required to purchase mandatory flood insurance, submit to FEMA Conditional Letter of Map Revision 
(CLOMR) for approval, and following construction of any flood control facility(ies), submit for approval 
from FEMA a Letter of Map Revision (LOMR). (Draft PEIR, p. 5.9-10.) 

The Beaumont 2040 Plan includes the following policy and implementation regarding FEMA mapped 
floodplains: 

Policy 9.8.1 In coordination with the Public Works Department, annually review the City’s Land 
Use and Flood Hazard Maps to ensure that they accurately reflect areas 
recognized by FEMA as being subject to flooding. (Draft PEIR, p. 5.9-28.) 

Policy 9.8.9 Encourage property owners and residents to purchase flood insurance for areas 
outside of the FEMA-mapped 100-year flood zones, especially in areas that have 
experienced flooding in the past. (Draft PEIR, p. 5.20-15.) 

Implementation S22 Flood Control Maps. Regularly update City’s maps to reflect latest 
FEMA designations. (Draft PEIR, pp. 5.9-29.) 
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Comment Letter 2 – Lansing Companies (Michael K. Lansing) 

Comment letter 2 commences on the next page. 
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Response to Comment Letter 2 – Lansing Companies 

Response to Comment 2-A: 
Comment noted. Refer to Master Response No. 1. 
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Comment Letter 3 – Ruby Garcia 

 
Comment letter 3 commences on the next page. 
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Response to Comment Letter 3 – Ruby Garcia 

Response to Comment 3-A: 
Comment noted. Refer to Master Response No. 2. 
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Comment Letter 4 – Friends of the Northern San Jacinto Valley (Susan Nash) 

 
Comment letter 4 commences on the next page. 
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Response to Comment Letter 4 – Friends of the Northern San Jacinto Valley 
(Susan Nash) 

Response to Comment 4-A: 
The assertions in this comment regarding the absence and omission of the Protero Unit of the San 
Jacinto Wildlife Area (SJWA) and the SJWA/MSHCP Reserve Lands from the Beaumont 2040 Plan and 
Draft PEIR is incorrect. The Protero Reserve is shown on Figure 8.6 Beaumont MSHCP Cores and 
Linkages in the Existing Conditions Report. (ECR, p. 133.) The Existing Conditions report was prepared 
as part of the General Plan process and is included as Appendix B to the Draft PEIR. 

The Protero Unit is shown in the General Plan as Open Space on Figure 3.5 Land Use Map (p. 62), 
Figure 8.1 MSHCP Relation to Land Use (p. 199), Figure 8.3 Narrow Endemic Plant Species, Survey (p. 
206), Figure 8.4 Criteria Area Species Survey (p. 207), Figure 8.5 Burrowing Owl Survey (p. 208), and 
Figure 9.4 Fire Hazard Severity Zone –  Planned Land Use Map (p. 230). Recognition of the need to 
preserve the SJWA was considered in preparing both the General Plan and the proposed revisions to 
the City’s Zoning Ordinance and Zoning Map. Specifically, the Project proposes to delete Section 
17.03.160 Mineral Resources Overlay Zone from the Zoning Ordinance and Zoning Map. The Mineral 
Resources Overlay (MRO) Zone is the dark green hatched area shown on the Existing Zoning figure on 
the page following this response. As indicated in this figure, much of the Protero Reserve is within the 
MRO Zone. 

Regarding the adequacy of the Project Description in the General Plan, the General Plan does not 
contain a project description. If the comment is referring to the Project Description in the Draft PEIR, the 
assertion that the Project Description is deficient in any way is incorrect. The Project Description 
(Section 3) in the Draft PEIR is thorough, complete, stable, and finite. State CEQA Guidelines §15124 
sets forth the required contents of an EIR Project Description.  The following table presents the 
requirement of the CEQA Guidelines and the location in the Draft PEIR in which this information is 
provided. 

CEQA Guidelines §15124 Location in Draft PEIR 

The description of the project shall contain the following 
information but should not supply extensive detail beyond that 
needed for evaluation and review of the environmental impact. 

(a) The precise location and boundaries of the proposed 
project shall be shown on a detailed map, preferably 
topographic. The location of the project shall also appear 
on a regional map. 

Figure 1-1– Regional Map 
Figure 1-2 – Vicinity Map 
Figure 3-1– Regional Map 
Figure 3-2 – Vicinity Map 
Figure 3-3 – Beaumont Subareas 
Figure 3-4 – Land Use Plan 

(b) A statement of the objectives sought by the proposed 
project. A clearly written statement of objectives will help 
the lead agency develop a reasonable range of alternatives 
to evaluate in the EIR and will aid the decision makers in 
preparing findings or a statement of overriding 
considerations, if necessary. The statement of objectives 
should include the underlying purpose of the project and 
may discuss the project benefits. 

Section 1.3 (pp. 1-8 – 1-10) 
Section 3.4 (pp. 3-69 – 3-70) 

(c) A general description of the project’s technical, economic, Section 3.3 (pp. 3.8 – 3-69) 
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CEQA Guidelines §15124 Location in Draft PEIR 

and environmental characteristics, considering the principal 
engineering proposals if any and supporting public service 
facilities 

describes the Project 
components. 

Section 3.1 (pp. 3-7) describes the 
Project’s local and regional 
setting. Detailed environmental 
setting discussions are included 
the environmental impact 
discussion in Section 5.1 through 
5.20 (pp. 5.1-1 – 5.20-23.) 

Public Service facilities are 
discussed in Sections 5.3, 5.14, 
5.15, 5.16, and 5.18. 

(d) A statement briefly describing the intended uses of the EIR. 

(1) This statement shall include, to the extent that the 
information is known to the Lead Agency 

(A) A list of the agencies that are expected to use the 
EIR in their decision making, and 

(B) A list of permits and other approvals required to 
implement the project. 

(C) A list of related environmental review and 
consultation requirements required by federal, state, 
or local laws, regulations, or policies. To the fullest 
extent possible, the lead agency should integrate 
CEQA review with these related environmental 
review and consultation requirements. 

(2) If a public agency must make more than one decision 
on a project, all its decisions subject to CEQA should 
be listed, preferably in the order in which they will 
occur. On request, the Office of Planning and Research 
will provide assistance in identifying state permits for a 
project 

Section 3.5 (pp. 3-71 – 3-72.) 

 
As shown in the above table, the Draft PEIR contains all of the information required by State CEQA 
Guidelines §15124. Therefore, the Project Description is not deficient as asserted and no modifications 
to the Draft PEIR are required.  

Regarding the applicability of the MSHCP Criteria Cells, Lockheed Martin sold most of the Potrero 
Reserve property to the State of California in 2003.1 This transfer was completed after preparation of the 
Western Riverside Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP) from 2000-2003. The ownership 

 
1 Lockheed Martin, Beaumont Remediation website. (Available at https://www.lockheedmartin.com/en-us/who-we-
are/eesh/remediation/beaumont.html, accessed September 5 and October 29, 2020.) 

https://www.lockheedmartin.com/en-us/who-we-are/eesh/remediation/beaumont.html
https://www.lockheedmartin.com/en-us/who-we-are/eesh/remediation/beaumont.html
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of this property by the State of California and its relationship to the MSHCP is discussed on page 5.4-27 
of the Draft PEIR, which states: 

Proposed Core 3 
Proposed Core 3 (Badlands/Potrero) consists mainly of publicly owned lands 
(CDFW) and is considered Public/Quasi-Public areas in the MSHCP; it is located 
in the northwest to southern portions of the City’s sphere of influence. 

The fact that Criteria Cells are still represented in the MSHCP documents, and as reflected in the PEIR, 
does not diminish from the conservation value or purpose of the Potrero lands contributing to the lands 
owned by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife as part of the San Jacinto Wildlife Area. This 
comment does not raise any environmental issues that were not addressed in the General Plan and/or 
Draft PEIR nor does it change any of the significance determinations in the PEIR. Therefore, no revisions 
to the General Plan or Draft PEIR are necessary. 
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Existing Zoning Map 
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Comment Letter 5 – Agua Caliente Band of Cahuilla Indians 

 
Comment letter 5 commences on the next page. 
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Response to Comment Letter 5 – Agua Caliente Band of Cahuilla Indians 

Response to Comment 5-A: 
This comment is regarding Assembly Bill 52 and Senate Bill 18 consultation and requests a copy of the 
records search and associated survey reports. As discussed on page 5.17-9 of the Draft PEIR, the City 
provided the requested information to the Agua Caliente Band of Cahuilla Indians (ACBCI) on November 
20, 2019. City staff and the ACBMI consulted on April 8, 2020 and ACBMI provided edits to the Open 
Space and Conservation Element on May 13, 2020. ACBMI’s comments to the Open Space and 
Conservation Element were incorporated into the Beaumont General Plan. The City provided notice that 
to ACBMI that consultation was concluded on September 8, 2020. The City will not be reopening 
consultation for the proposed Project. 

As discussed on Draft PEIR page 5.17-9, future development within the Planning Area will be subject to 
the AB 52 and SB 18 consultation process through compliance with General Plan Policy 8.11.4, which 
states: 

Policy 8.11.2 Comply with notification of California Native American tribes and organizations of 
proposed projects that have the potential to adversely impact cultural resources, 
per the requirements of AB52 and SB18.  

This comment does not raise any new environmental issue and no further response is required. 
No new environmental issues were raised with this comment. The City appreciates the ACBMI’s 
participation in the CEQA process.  
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Comment Letter 6 – Richard Bennecke 

 
Comment letter 6 commences on the next page. 
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Insert Comment Letter 6 (Page 1 of 1) 
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Response to Comment Letter 6 – Richard Bennecke 

Response to Comment 6-A: 
Comment noted. Refer to Master Response No. 1. 
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Comment Letter 7 – California Department of Fish and Wildlife 

 
Comment letter 7 commences on the next page. 
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Insert Comment Letter 7 (Page 1 of 18) 



Section 2 City of Beaumont 
Response to Comments  Beaumont General Plan 2040 Final PEIR 

FEIR 2-34   

Insert Comment Letter 7 (Page 2 of 18) 
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Insert Comment Letter 7 (Page 3 of 18) 
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Insert Comment Letter 7 (Page 4 of 18) 
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Insert Comment Letter 7 (Page 5 of 18) 
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Insert Comment Letter 7 (Page 6 of 18) 
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Insert Comment Letter 7 (Page 7 of 18) 
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Insert Comment Letter 7 (Page 8 of 18) 
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Insert Comment Letter 7 (Page 9 of 18) 
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Insert Comment Letter 7 (Page 10 of 18) 
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Insert Comment Letter 7 (Page 11 of 18) 
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Insert Comment Letter 7 (Page 12 of 18) 
  



City of Beaumont Section 2 
Beaumont General Plan 2040 Final PEIR  Response to Comments 

  FEIR 2-45 

Insert Comment Letter 7 (Page 13 of 18) 
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Insert Comment Letter 7 (Page 14 of 18) 
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Insert Comment Letter 7 (Page 15 of 18) 
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Insert Comment Letter 7 (Page 16 of 18) 
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Insert Comment Letter 7 (Page 17 of 18) 
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Insert Comment Letter 7 (Page 18 of 18) 
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Response to Comment Letter 7 – California Department of Fish and Wildlife 

Response to Comment 7-A: 
This comment does not raise any environmental issues. Comment noted.  

Response to Comment 7-B: 
This comment does not raise any environmental issues and restates CDFW’s role as a responsible 
agency. Comment noted. 

Response to Comment 7-C: 
This comment summarizes the Project Description from the EIR and does not raise any environmental 
issues. Comment noted.  

Response to Comment 7-D: 
This comment incorrect refers to the County as being the Lead Agency, it is the City of Beaumont and 
merely summarizes CDFW’s role to comment on CEQA documents. Comment noted.  

Response to Comment 7-E: 
CEQA requires only that an EIR discuss "[t]he significant environmental effects of the proposed project." 
(Cal. Pub. Res. Code § 21100, subd. (a); Village Laguna of Laguna Beach, Inc. v. Board of Supervisors 
(1982) 134 Cal.App.3d 1022, 1030.) "CEQA requires consideration of the potential environmental effects 
of the project actually approved by the public agency, not some hypothetical project." (McQueen v. 
Board of Directors (1988) 202 Cal.App.3d 1136, 1146.) " '[W]here future development is unspecified and 
uncertain, no purpose can be served by requiring an EIR to engage in sheer speculation as to future 
environmental consequences.' [Citation.]" (Kings County Farm Bureau v. City of Hanford (1990) 221 
Cal.App.3d 692, 738.) Here, the scope of the Project, as appropriately described in the FEIR, is limited to 
recitation of policies, requirements, and siting criteria, and designation of general areas in which future 
facilities may permissibly be located. No specific development has been proposed. Where, as here, an 
EIR cannot provide meaningful information about a speculative future project, deferral of an 
environmental assessment does not violate CEQA. (Towards Responsibility in Planning v. City Council 
(1988), 200 Cal.App.3d 671, 681.) Certification of the FEIR would not constitute approval a project which 
envisions future action without future environmental review. (Cf. Leonoff v. Monterey County Bd. of 
Supervisors (1990) 222 Cal.App.3d 1337, 1347.) Instead, the FEIR properly commits the County to future 
EIRs in the event a specific facility is proposed. Accordingly, the analysis of impacts contained in the 
FEIR is adequate under CEQA. 

Response to Comment 7-F: 
This comment summarizes the MSHCP and the City’s role in implementing the MSHCP. No new 
environmental issues are raised that were not already addressed in the GP PEIR. Comment noted.  

Response to Comment 7-G: 
No new environmental issues are raised by this comment as this is a restatement of the intent of CEQA 
to evaluate biological impacts. Comment noted.  

Response to Comment 7-H: 
This comment focuses on two General Plan policies (Policy 9.66 and Policy 9.6.8) related to wildfire 
hazards. CDFW requests clarification that defensible spaces are created and maintained in the 
development footprint for projects, and not within any open space or conservation areas of the MSHCP.  
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In response to this comment, General Plan Policy 9.6.8 will be modified accordingly (double underlined 
text represents newly added language):  

Policy 9.6.8: Require that developments located in wildland interface areas incorporate and 
enforce standards for construction, including a fuel modification program (i.e brush clearance, 
planting of fire-retardant vegetation) to reduce the threat of wildfires. Fuel modification areas are 
to be located within the development footprint and shall be clearly delineated on grading plans.  

This comment also includes a query as to whether the General Plan is identifying open space and Public 
Quasi Public Lands as mitigation for defensible spaces related to wildfire risk. There is no intent to use 
existing PQP lands for such a use and would not be allowed per the MSHCP. The revisions to GP Policy 
9.6.8 outlined above clarifies the City’s intent. No new environmental issues have been raised by this 
comment that would change the significance determinations of the PEIR.   

Response to Comment 7-I: 
A new mitigation measure is offered by CDFW to clarify that defensible spaces for fuel modification is 
not allowed in open space and conservation areas. The revisions to GP Policy 9.6.8 above will clarify this 
to be the case, and no new mitigation measures are required, as the project will already align defensible 
spaces into development footprints rather than conservation areas, as set forth by this Policy.  No new 
environmental issues are raised by this comment.  

Response to Comment 7-J: 
This comment requests the City to add a mitigation measure requiring the City to contact adjacent 
property owners of conservation lands prior to issuing grading permits in order to determine if impacts 
will occur to the conservation lands they manage. The General Plan Draft PEIR already includes a 
General Plan policy to do such coordination. As outlined below in Policy 8.8.3. (Draft PEIR, p. 5.4-43.  

Policy 8.8.3 Work with Riverside County and adjacent cities, landowners, and conservation 
organizations to preserve, protect, and enhance open space and natural 
resources consistent with the MSHCP. 

The following General Plan policies and implementation action were also included within Section 5.4 of 
the Draft PEIR to demonstrate the measures the City will take to protect open spaces and conservation 
areas in relation to future development being located in proximity to such spaces. There is no impact 
identified by this comment that would require a mitigation measure.   

Policy 8.8.6 Establish buffers between open space areas and urban development by 
encouraging less intensive rural development within proximity to the open space 
areas. (Draft PEIR, p. 5.4-43.) 

Policy 8.10.1 Work with landowners and government agencies in promoting development 
concepts that are sensitive to the environment and consider the preservation of 
natural habitats and further the conservation goals of the MSHCP. (Draft PEIR, 
p. 5.4-44.) 

Policy 8.10.2 Work with landowners and government agencies in identifying areas within the 
City of Beaumont and its Sphere of Influence that should be preserved as open 
space for passive recreation, resource management, or public safety and which 
meet the City’s preservation obligations per the MSHCP. (Draft PEIR, p. 5.4-44.) 
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Policy 8.10.3 Encourage the protection of existing wildlife in the conservation areas located in 
the southerly portion of the City of Beaumont and its Sphere of Influence. (Draft 
PEIR, p. 5.4-44.) 

Implementation C23 Future Development. Partner with landowners and government agencies 
in the sphere of influence to promote future development concepts, 
coordinate on open space uses, and protect existing wildlife. (Draft 
PEIR, p. 5.4-44.) 

Additionally, as outlined in the Draft PEIR (page 5.4-62), the City is required as well as the County for the 
Sphere Areas, to follow Section 6.1.4 of the MSHCP which regulates the urban wildlife interface of future 
projects implemented under the General Plan. No additional mitigation measures are required.   

Response to Comment 7-K: 
Pages 5.4-52 and 5.4-53 of the GP Draft PEIR outline the Joint Project Review (JPR) process and that 
future projects implementing the General Plan in the Criteria Area will be subject to the JPR process. As 
identified in the Draft PEIR (p. 5.4-37), this is a requirement of the Implementing Agreement of the 
MSHCP and the City will be required to comply; no mitigation measure is necessary since this is already 
a regulatory requirement. No new environmental issues that were not already addressed in the EIR were 
raised by this comment.  

Response to Comment 7-L: 
This comment restates factual information about the MSHCP and the Covered Species.  It does not 
raise any new environmental issues that are not already addressed in the Draft PEIR.   

Response to Comment 7-M: 
This comment requests clarification that although the Mojave tarplant is a Covered Species of the 
MSHCP and is stated as such on Table 5.4-A of the Draft PEIR, that CDFW wants the City to 
acknowledge that take of this plant would not be allowed under the Species Objectives have been met 
per Page 194 Volume II of the MSHCP. The City acknowledges this, and all development projects are 
required to be evaluated pursuant to the MSHCP which this is a requirement of the MSHCP. The Draft 
PEIR already identified compliance with the MSHCP, including this detail about how if Mojave tarplant is 
found in the future by some future project proponent, would have to be dealt with.  This comment does 
not raise any new environmental issues.   

Response to Comment 7-N: 
See Response to Comment 7-M above. No new mitigation measure is necessary since complying with 
the Implementing Agreement and the conditions of the MSHCP are already required of the City and the 
General Plan already lays that out. No mitigation is necessary as this is not a new issue that is not 
already being addressed by compliance with an existing regulation.   

Response to Comment 7-O: 
This comment requests clarification about the planned roadways from the General Plan and how they 
will demonstrate compatibility with Section 7.3.5 of the MSHCP. Figure 5.16-6 – Proposed Roadway 
Connections of the Draft PEIR portrays the proposed roadway connections for the General Plan 
buildout. Section 5.4 of the Draft PEIR outlines how the project will comply with the MSHCP, which 
would include any proposed roadways that are in the Criteria Area; every project undertaken by the City 
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has to demonstrate compliance with the MSHCP. See Response to Comment 7-R below for further 
information. This comment does not raise any new environmental issues.    

Response to Comment 7-P: 
This comment requests clarification about how the General Plan will comply with Section 7 of the 
MSHCP.  See Response to Comment 7-O above.  As shown on Draft PEIR Figure 5.4-1 – MSHCP 
Criteria Cells; no development land use designations are included on PQP Lands. See also Response 
to Comment 7-R.   

Response to Comment 7-Q: 
It is understood that the City as to comply with all aspects of the MSHCP including Sections 7.3.4 and 
7.3.5 as mentioned in this comment.  The Draft PEIR in Section 5.4 already established that the City is 
Permittee to the MSHCP and subject to its policies. All Permittees to the MSHCP are allowed to 
maintain and build roads in compliance with Section 7 of the MSHCP.  This comment does not raise any 
new environmental issues that would change the significance determinations of the Draft PEIR.   

Response to Comment 7-R: 
This comment requests a new mitigation measure be added to the PEIR in Section 5.4 – Biological 
Resources that addresses how road projects will be evaluated.  Although this mitigation measure is not 
necessary to lessen an environmental impact not already addressed by an existing regulation, the City 
will add the measure in general conformance with the language provided by CDFW.   

MM BIO 4:  During the CEQA process, the City shall evaluate all proposed road and trail 
projects within the MSHCP Criteria Area to ensure compliance with the MSHCP and the 
Implementing Agreement.   

Response to Comment 7-S: 
This comment requests an additional mitigation measure be added to address future trails. Although this 
mitigation measure is not necessary to lessen an environmental impact not already addressed by and 
existing regulation, mitigation measure MM BIO-4 will be added. Refer to Response to Comment 7-T. 

Response to Comment 7-T: 
As stated correctly in this comment, the General Plan does not include any specific annexations as part 
of the General Plan approvals. The City’s Sphere of Influence is included within the General Plan and 
PEIR analysis, as appropriate since the intent of the Sphere of Influence is to identify areas that could be 
annexed into the City.  Future annexations will be required to fulfill the proper analysis such as 
completing CEQA analyses as well as MSHCP compliance.  The PEIR does identify the City as Permittee 
and as such is required to implement the Implementing Agreement.  Following the process identified in 
Section 6.10.2 and Section 20.4 of the Implementing Agreement would be required for projects that 
propose annexations.  No new environmental issues have been raised by this comment that would 
change the significance determinations of the PEIR.  

Response to Comment 7-U: 
This comment references the County and also references long-term operation and maintenance.  The 
project belongs to the City, not the County. A General Plan does not have long term operation and 
maintenance components.  This comment does not raise any environmental issues.  



City of Beaumont Section 2 
Beaumont General Plan 2040 Final PEIR  Response to Comments 

  FEIR 2-55 

Response to Comment 7-V: 
the Biological Section of the PEIR, Section 5.4 does provide the assessment of impacts to species, 
including fully protected species as well as direct and indirect impacts to biological resources. The 
project is a General Plan so although the species known to occur in the Project Area are presented in 
Table 5.4-A and 5.4-B; the General Plan does not conduct focused surveys nor does it know if any fully 
protected species would be impacted by future development projects.  The PEIR includes General Plan 
polices and mitigation measures in Section 5.4 that address impacts to biological resources including 
species. No new mitigation measures are necessary.  No new environmental issues were raised by this 
comment that would change the environmental significance.      

Response to Comment 7-W: 
This comment reiterates Migratory Bird Treaty Act facts.  No new environmental issues were raised by 
this comment.   

Response to Comment 7-X: 
This comment states that the PEIR needs to show minimization and avoidance measures related to 
nesting birds.  The PEIR Page 5.4-46 outlines the potential impacts including those related to nesting 
birds that are foreseeable with the implementation of the General Plan. Modifications to MM Bio-2 
outlined below in response to Comment 7-Y and as requested by this comment, will be changed to 
require 3 days prior to ground disturbance for the requirement of when pre-construction surveys are 
required. This comment does not raise any new environmental issues that were not already 
contemplated in the PEIR.   

Response to Comment 7-Y: 
This comment requests changes to the wording in MM Bio-2. The following text will be reflected in the 
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP). Double underlining and strikethroughs reflect the 
requested changes by CDFW which will be reflected in the final MMRP.   

MM Bio 2: To ensure compliance with Fish and Game Code sections 3503, 3503.5 and 3515 no 
direct impacts shall occur to any nesting birds, their eggs, chicks, or nests.  If future 
implementing project activities are planned during the bird nesting (February 15 to August 31) 
season and there are trees or vegetation on or adjacent site, nesting bird survey(s) consisting of 
up to three (3) site visits within 7 3 days prior to ground disturbance, clearing and/or demolition 
activities shall be conducted to ensure birds protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act 
(MBTA) and Fish and Game Code sections 3503, 3503.5, and 3513 are not disturbed by on-site 
activities. Any such survey(s) shall be conducted by a qualified biologist. If no active nests are 
found, no additional measures are required.  

If active nests are found, the nest locations shall be mapped by the biologist. The nesting bird 
species shall be documented and, to the degree feasible, the nesting stage (e.g., incubation of 
eggs, feeding of young, near fledging) determined. Based on the species present and 
surrounding habitat, a no-disturbance buffer shall be established around each active nest. The 
buffer shall be identified by a qualified biologist and confirmed by the City. No construction or 
ground disturbance activities shall be conducted within the buffer until the biologist has 
determined the nest is no longer active and has informed the City and construction supervisor 
that activities may resume. 

Response to Comment 7-Z: 
This comment requests the City to require biological monitors before and during all grading and habitat 
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disturbing activities for every project under the General Plan.  As analyzed on page 5.4-47 of the Draft 
PEIR, development impacts have already been considered in the MSHCP and Take for the 146 covered 
species has already been evaluated and mitigated through the California Endangered Species Act and 
CEQA.  Future implementing projects are required to comply with the MSHCP and CEQA which typically 
includes biological resources evaluations. The role of the General Plan PEIR is to broadly identify the 
biological resources present in the General Plan Project Area (i.e., the City and its sphere of influence 
and to outline the future analysis that future implementing projects will undertake.  This process has 
been disclosed in the Draft PEIR in Section 5.4. 

Each future projects will have to evaluate and mitigate for any specific species issues that may be 
present and potentially impacted on future sites.  Mitigation measures identified in Section 5.4 of the 
Draft PEIR (MM BIO-1, MM BIO-2) outline measures that future projects will take to reduce and 
minimize impacts to wildlife species through development approved under the General Plan.  However, 
given this comment, the City will add a new General Plan Policy that encourages future projects to 
incorporate measures into future construction bid spec documents to call for biological monitoring to 
prevent the killing of animal species from construction activities.  This policy will also be called out on 
Draft PEIR page 5.4-44. 

[NEW] General Plan Policy 8.10.5:  City shall include in its development standards measures to 
compel project proponents to hire qualified biologists to monitor for animals that could be in 
harm’s way during construction activities.   

Response to Comment 7-AA: 
This comment restates factual definitions of the CESA.  This comment suggests that Crotch bumble bee 
and Mountain Lion are now considered Candidate species under the CESA.  See Response to Comment 
7-BB below.     

Response to Comment 7-BB: 
This comment requests Draft PEIR Table 5.4-B – Special Status Wildlife Species Know to Occur 
within Regional Vicinity of the Planning Area be updated to list Crotch bumble bee and Mountain Lion 
as Candidate species. Table 5.4-B already included the Crotch bumble bee.  Table 5.4-B is updated to 
include the Mountain Lion as requested.  The Errata to the Draft PEIR (Section 3 of the Final PEIR.) will 
include this update to Table 5.4-B. This merely clarifies the analysis of the EIR and does not change any 
of the significance determinations of the PEIR.  

Response to Comment 7-CC: 
This comment pertains to water-wise landscaping practices.  The General Plan includes several goals 
and policies related to sustainable and water-wise landscaping  This comment does not raise any 
environmental issues that change the significance determinations of the PEIR.   

Response to Comment 7-DD: 
This comment requests reporting of results of species status species surveys.  Since the project is a 
General Plan and the Draft PEIR analysis was conducted at a programmatic level under CEQA, there 
were no species surveys conducted as part of this EIR process.  This comment is irrelevant to the type 
of project being proposed.  No environmental issues were raised by this comment that would change 
the significance determinations in the Draft PEIR.   
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Response to Comment 7-EE: 
Comment noted.  The City knows it will be required to pay CDFW filing fees when it files its Notice of 
Determination.   

Response to Comment 7-FF: 
This comment incorrectly refers to the County making responses to the CDFW letter comments.  The 
City has provided responses to the comments within this letter and appreciates CDFW’s interest in the 
future buildout of the City of Beaumont.   

Attachment 1 
This comment letter also included an “Attachment 1” which is a table of the CDFW’s suggested 
mitigation measures found in the body of the comment letter along with the Timing and Methods and 
Responsible Parties for each mitigation measure.  As outlined in the above responses, not all of these 
proposed measures offered by CDFW will be incorporated as new mitigation measures in the PEIR.  
Since Attachment 1 is a repeat of information already provided in the body of the comment letter, no 
additional responses are necessary. 
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Comment Letter 8 – Leaping Pegasus LLC and Legasus Constellation LLC 

 
Comment letter 8 commences on the next page. 
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Insert Comment Letter 8 (Page 1 of 3) 
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Insert Comment Letter 8 (Page 2 of 3) 
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Insert Comment Letter 8 (Page 3 of 3) 
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Response to Comment Letter 8 – Leaping Pegasus LLC and Pegasus 
Constellation LLC 

Response to Comment 8-A: 
Comment noted. Refer to Master Response No. 1. 
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Comment Letter 9 – Bill Rex 

 
Comment letter 9 commences on the next page. 
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Insert Comment Letter 9 (Page 1 of 2) 
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Insert Comment Letter 9 (Page 2 of 2) 
  



Section 2 City of Beaumont 
Response to Comments  Beaumont General Plan 2040 Final PEIR 

FEIR 2-66   

Response to Comment Letter 9 – Bill Rex 

Response to Comment 9-A: 
Comment noted.  Refer to Master Response No. 1. 
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Comment Letter 10 – Jacob Levine 

 
Comment letter 10 commences on the next page. 
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Insert Comment Letter 10 (Page 1 of 1) 
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Response to Comment Letter 10 – Jacob Levine 

Response to Comment 10-A: 
Comment noted. Refer to Master Response No. 2. 
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Comment Letter 11 – Jeff Plumley 

 
Comment letter 11 commences on the next page. 
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Insert Comment Letter 11 (Page 1 of 1) 
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Response to Comment Letter 11 – Jeff Plumley 

Response to Comment 11-A: 
Comment noted. Refer to Master Response No. 4. 
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Comment Letter 12 – Jeff S. Thomas 

 
Comment letter 12 commences on the next page. 
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Insert Comment Letter 12 (Page 1 of 1) 
  



City of Beaumont Section 2 
Beaumont General Plan 2040 Final PEIR  Response to Comments 

  FEIR 2-75 

Response to Comment Letter 12 – Jeff S. Thomas 

Response to Comment 12-A: 
Comment noted. Refer to Master Response No. 2. 
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Comment Letter 13 – John White 

 
Comment letter 13 commences on the next page. 
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Insert Comment Letter 13 (Page 1 of 1) 
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Response to Comment Letter 13 – John White 

Response to Comment 13-A: 
Comment noted. Refer to Master Response No. 2. 
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Comment Letter 14 – Mark Sontoski 

 
Comment letter 14 commences on the next page. 
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Insert Comment Letter 14 (Page 1 of 1) 
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Response to Comment Letter 14 – Mark Sontoski 

Response to Comment 14-A: 
Comment noted. Refer to Master Response No. 2. 
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Comment Letter 15 – Mark Sontoski 

 
Comment letter 15 commences on the next page. 
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Insert Comment Letter 15 (Page 1 of 1) 
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Response to Comment Letter 15 – Mark Sontoski 

Response to Comment 15-A: 
Comment noted. Refer to Master Response No. 2. 
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Comment Letter 16 – Mary A. Daniel 

 
Comment letter 16 commences on the next page. 
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Insert Comment Letter 16 (Page 1 of 8) 
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Insert Comment Letter 16 (Page 1 of 8) 
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Insert Comment Letter 16 (Page 2 of 8) 
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Insert Comment Letter 16 (Page 3 of 8) 
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Insert Comment Letter 16 (Page 4 of 8) 
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Insert Comment Letter 16 (Page 5 of 8) 
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Insert Comment Letter 16 (Page 6 of 8) 
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Insert Comment Letter 16 (Page 7 of 8) 
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Insert Comment Letter 16 (Page 8 of 8) 
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Response to Comment Letter 16 – Mary A. Daniel 

Response to Comment 16-A: 
Comment noted. Refer to Master Response No. 3 
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Comment Letter 17 – Megan Johnsen 

 
Comment letter 17 commences on the next page. 
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Insert Comment Letter 17 (Page 1 of 1) 
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Response to Comment Letter 17 – Megan Johnsen 

Response to Comment 17-A: 
Comment noted. Refer to Master Response No. 2. 
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Comment Letter 18 – Peter Forster 

 
Comment letter 18 commences on the next page. 
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Insert Comment Letter 18 (Page 1 of 1) 
  



City of Beaumont Section 2 
Beaumont General Plan 2040 Final PEIR  Response to Comments 

  FEIR 2-101 

Response to Comment Letter 18 – Peter Forster 

Response to Comment 18-A: 
Commentor expresses an opinion regarding taxes and does not raise an environmental issue. The 
comment is noted, and no further action is required.  
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Comment Letter 19 – Robert Guilford 

 
Comment letter 19 commences on the next page. 
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Insert Comment Letter 19 (Page 1 of 2) 
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Insert Comment Letter 19 (Page 2 of 2) 
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Response to Comment Letter 19 – Robert Guilford 

Response to Comment 19-A: 
Comment noted. Refer to Master Response No. 2. 
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Comment Letter 20 – Ryan Marston 

 
Comment letter 20 commences on the next page. 
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Insert Comment Letter 20 (Page 1 of 1) 
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Response to Comment Letter 20 – Ryan Marston 

Response to Comment 20-A: 
Comment noted. Refer to Master Response No. 2. 
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Comment Letter 21 – Leaping Pegasus LLC and Pegasus Constellation LLC 
(Shervin Shoushtary) 

 
Comment letter 21 commences on the next page. 
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Insert Comment Letter 21 (Page 1 of 1) 
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Response to Comment Letter 21 – Leaping Pegasus LLC and Pegasus 
Constellation LLC (Shervin Shoushtary) 

Response to Comment 21-A: 
Comment noted. Refer to Master Response No. 2. 
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Comment Letter 22 – Tanya Valdez 

 
Comment letter 22 commences on the next page. 
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Insert Comment Letter 22 (Page 1 of 1) 
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Response to Comment Letter 22 – Tanya Valdez 

Response to Comment 22-A: 
Comment noted. Refer to Master Response No. 2. 
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Comment Letter 23 – Beaumont Towne Centre (Thomas Daniel) 

 
Comment letter 23commences on the next page. 
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Insert Comment Letter 23 (Page 1 of 1) 
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Response to Comment Letter 23 – Beaumont Towne Centre (Thomas Daniel) 

Response to Comment 23-A: 
Comment noted. Refer to Master Response No. 4 
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Comment Letter 24 – Beaumont Towne Centre (Thomas Daniel) 

 
Comment letter 24 commences on the next page. 
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Insert Comment Letter 24 (Page 1 of 1) 
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Response to Comment Letter 24 – Beaumont Towne Centre (Thomas Daniel) 

Response to Comment 24-A: 
Comment noted. Refer to Master Response No. 4 
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Comment Letter 25 – Beaumont Do It Best (Tom Kantzalis) 

 
Comment letter 25 commences on the next page. 
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Insert Comment Letter 25 (Page 1 of 1) 
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Response to Comment Letter 25 – Beaumont Do It Best (Tom Kantzalis) 

Response to Comment 25-A: 
Comment noted. Refer to Master Response No. 2. 
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Comment Letter 26 – Lansing Companies (Casey Malone) 

 
Comment letter 26 commences on the next page. 
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Insert Comment Letter 26(Page 1 of 2) 
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Insert Comment Letter 26 (Page 2 of 2) 
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Response to Comment Letter 26 – Lansing Companies (Casey Malone) 

Response to Comment 26-A: 
This comment is a query from a potential property owner regarding the General Plan and process and 
does not raise any environmental issue. Comment noted.  
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Comment Letter 27 – Soboba Band of Luiseño Indians 

 
Comment letter 27 commences on the next page. 
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Insert Comment Letter 27 (Page 1 of 3) 
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Insert Comment Letter 27 (Page 2 of 3) 
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Response to Comment Letter 27 – Soboba Band of Luiseño Indians 

Response to Comment 27-A: 
This comment is requesting consultation in accordance with SB 18, that the Soboba Band of Luiseno 
Indians continue to be a tribal consulting tribal entity, Native American Monitoring, and following certain 
procedures. Regarding SB 189 consultation, as discussed in the Draft PEIR, the City sent AB 52 and SB 
18 notification letters to 41 Native American Tribal Governments or designated tribal representatives and 
received responses from four tribes, four tribes responded, Agua Caliente Band of Cahuilla Indians 
(ACBMI), Morongo Band of Mission Indians (MBMI), Pauma Band of Luiseño Indians, and the San 
Manuel Band of Mission Indians (SMBMI). (Draft PEIR, pp. 5.17-6, 5.17-9.) The time frame during which 
a Native American Tribe or Band can request consultation has passed; therefore, the City will not be 
reopening consultation for the proposed Project. 

As discussed on Draft PEIR page 5.17-9, future development within the Planning Area will be subject to 
the AB 52 and SB 18 consultation process through compliance with General Plan Policy 8.11.4, which 
states: 

Policy 8.11.2 Comply with notification of California Native American tribes and organizations of 
proposed projects that have the potential to adversely impact cultural resources, 
per the requirements of AB52 and SB18.  

The Soboba Band of Mission Indians will have the opportunity for consultation as required by AB52 and 
SB18. 

The comment letter includes an attachment that identifies the requests of the Soboba Band regarding 
cultural items (Artifacts), treatment and disposition of remains, coordination with County Coroner’s 
offices, and non-disclosure of location reburials. Regarding the Soboba Band’s request for a project 
Developer to return all Native American ceremonial items and items of cultural patrimony, specific details 
of any artifacts would be determined at the time of such a discovery is made. 

Regarding the treatment and disposition of remains and coordination with the County Coroner’s office, 
page 5.5-31 of the Draft PEIR states: 

Health and Safety Code § 7050.5, CEQA Guidelines § 15064.5(e), and PRC § 5097.98 mandate 
the process to be followed in the unlikely event of an accidental discovery of any human remains 
in a location other than a dedicated cemetery. Specifically, the process is as follows (Æ(a), p. 40): 

The Riverside County Coroner must be notified within 24 hours of the discovery of 
potentially human remains. The Coroner must then determine within two working days of 
being notified if the remains are subject to his or her authority. If the Coroner recognizes 
the remains to be Native American, he or she must contact the NAHC by phone within 
24 hours. The NAHC then designates a Most Likely Descendant (MLD) with respect to 
the human remains within 48 hours of notification. The MLD will then have the 
opportunity to recommend to the Project proponent means for treating or disposing, 
with appropriate dignity, the human remains and associated grave goods within 24 hours 
of notification.  

According to California Health and Safety Code, six or more human burials at one location 
constitute a cemetery (Section 8100), and disturbance of Native American cemeteries is a felony 
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(Section 7052). In the event that the project proponent and the MLD disagree regarding the 
disposition of the remains, State law will apply, and the mediation process will occur with the 
NAHC (see PRC Section 5097.94(k)). Either the MLD or the landowner may request mediation 
from the NAHC, and both parties must agree to mediate. If an MLD cannot be identified, or 
mediation fails, then the landowner shall be bound by the reinternment process outlined in PRC 
Section 5097.98(e) (see Section 5.5.2 Existing Regulations). 

Through compliance with existing regulations to properly handle the inadvertent discovery of 
human remains, impacts from the Beaumont 2040 Plan will be less than significant and no 
mitigation is necessary. 

The City will comply with existing regulations and work with whatever Native American tribe or Bans is 
identified as the MLD. 

Regarding the non-disclosure of location reburials, the applicable provisions of the California 
Government Codes are discussed in the Draft PEIR on pages 5.17-3–5.17-4 under the subheading 
“California Government Codes (Related to Native American Heritage),” which states: 

Section 6254(r) of the Government Codes (GC) exempts from disclosure public records of Native 
American graves, cemeteries and sacred places maintained by the NAHC. Pursuant to Senate 
Bill 18, GC Section 65351 specifies how local planning agencies should provide opportunities for 
involvement of California Native American tribes to consult on the preparation or amendment of 
general plans. In particular, GC Section 65352 requires local planning agencies to refer proposed 
actions of general plan adoption or amendment to California Native American tribes on the 
contact list maintained by the NAHC, and others, with a 45-day opportunity for comments. In 
regards to historical properties, GC Section 25373, and 37361 allows city and county legislative 
bodies to acquire property for the preservation or development of a historical landmark. It also 
allows local legislative bodies to enact ordinances to provide special conditions or regulations for 
the protection or enhancement of places or objects of special, historical or aesthetic interest or 
values. Lastly, GC Sections 50280-50290 implement the Mills Act which allows the negotiation of 
historical property contracts between a private property owner of a “qualified historical property” 
and provides additional guidelines for such contracts 

Through compliance with the applicable provisions of the California Government Codes, the Soboba 
Band’s request for non-disclosure will be achieved.  

No new environmental issues were raised with this comment. The City appreciates the Soboba Band’s 
participation in the CEQA process.  
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Comment Letter 28 – Channel Law Group, LLP (McDonald’s) 

 
Comment letter 28 commences on the next page. 
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Insert Comment Letter 28 (Page 1 of 2) 
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Insert Comment Letter 28 (Page 2 of 2) 
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Response to Comment Letter 28 – Channel Law Group, LLP (McDonald’s) 

Response to Comment 28-A: 
This comment is requesting a change to the proposed Zoning Ordinance. This request will be 
considered by the Planning Commission and City Council. This is not an environmental issue; therefore, 
not additional response is required.  
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Comment Letter 29 – Beaumont-Cherry Valley Water District 

 
Comment letter 29 commences on the next page. 
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Insert Comment Letter 29 (Page 1 of 9) 
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Insert Comment Letter 28 (Page 2 of 9) 
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Insert Comment Letter 28 (Page 3 of 9) 
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Insert Comment Letter 28 (Page 4 of 9) 
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Insert Comment Letter 28 (Page 5 of 9) 
  



Section 2 City of Beaumont 
Response to Comments  Beaumont General Plan 2040 Final PEIR 

FEIR 2-144   

Insert Comment Letter 28 (Page 6 of 9) 
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Insert Comment Letter 28 (Page 7 of 9) 
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Insert Comment Letter 28 (Page 8 of 9) 
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Insert Comment Letter 28 (Page 9 of 9) 
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Response to Comment Letter 29 – Beaumont-Cherry Valley Water District 

Response to Comment 29-A: 
Comment noted. Refer to Master Response 3.  
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